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Request for Review

Subject of appeal:  Universal Service Support Mechanismfor Schools and Libraries
Denial of funding
Form 471 Application # 449002
All FRNs
FundingYear 2005

Billed entity name:  Portland Public Schools
Billed entity number: 144908

Contact name: lan Poellet

Address: 501 N. Dixon Street
Portland, OR 97227-1804

Telephone: 503-916-3014

Fax: 503-916-3162

E-mail: ipoeliet@pps.k12.0r.us

Portland Public Schools (“the District") seeks on appeal to reverse a denial of funding in the Universal
Service funding request noted above. The District believesthat the Schools and Libraries Division of
the Universal Service Administrative Company ("USAC") erred both (a) in its initial review of the
funding request and (b) in its review of a subsequent appeal, when it asserted that the District issued
a Requestfor Proposals ("RFP) for the servicesto be funded in contradictionto statements in the
District's Form 470 filing. The District believesthat it did not issue an RFP and that the Form 470
filing was correct. Had USAC treated the District's Form 470 filing as correct, funding would have
been available to the District.
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Background

In Funding Year 2005, the Districtfiled FCC Form 470 application numbers 431070000531034
(posting date 1/13/2005) and 115480000534568 (posting date 1/14/2005), with USAC (copies
attached). Inthese applications, the District announced that it sought a broad range of
telecommunications services and internal connections during Funding Year 2005.

Under Universal Service Program rules, the Districtwas requiredto wait a minimum of 28 days from
the posting dates of the Forms 470 prior to entering contracts for the requested services, to allow
prospective service providersto collect the informationthey requireto submit a bid. Were the District
to enter contracts prior to this Allowable Contract Date, the services so contracted would be
disallowed from funding under the Universal Service mechanism.

As part of the Form 470, the District was required to indicate whether it had an RFP for the requested
services (in the District's case, this was on items 8a/b and 10a/b). Many program beneficiariesare
unable to contract for services without a formal RFP giving full procedural details for submitting bids
and/or proposals, and those proceduresare legally mandatory on both the beneficiary and the service
provider. As a result, the indication of the existence of an RFP ensures that prospective service
providers are apprised of the minimum legal conditions for a contract.

In each case, the Districtindicatedthat it did not have an RFP. The District did, however, draft a set
of documents, each entitled Scope of Work and Guidelinesfor Submission (the "scope document”).
These scope documents (copies attached) provided additional detail on the District's requested
services to prospective service providers. They were providedto all service providers who contacted
the District in responseto the Form 470 posting, regardless of the form of the contact.

After the Allowable Contract Dates, the District selected service providersfor each of several
telecommunications services and internal connections services, andfiled Form 471 application
numbers 449002 (copy attached), 476364, and 478450 (copy attached). The District requesteda
total of approximately $2.6 million in Universal Service funding, as follows:

471 Application Number  Description Requested Discount Amount
449002 ~ |100mbit, 500mbit, 622mbit ~  +  479,456.29 |
|Centrex/local phone N ~369,692.13 |
- Longdistance . . 609539 |
- ) }Phone conferencing ' 349632
Cellular service o 7‘ -  98,365.44
o ~ Paging service ] S ~10,260.86 |
[T circuits T T T T T 5479536 |
'0C-3, T-3 circuits | 65,177.11 |
476364 - [Phone switch maintenance -daily | 94 7__'35 96
Phone switch maintenance - supp. ‘ 11 295 08
478450  IDropsinstallaton | — 36564488
, Phone swich card equiprent | 32,3362
a B iPhone swntch card installaton ~ 37,800.00
] File servers 7346904
iRacks, eqmpment and mstallatlon ; " 14,986.73
" |upss. T T asssaer
~ WAPs, equipment and instaliation ‘ - 41892487
"~ INetwork equlpment and installation | ' 549,130.05 |
- f - ] 2,681,205.00
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The District eventually received word from USAC regarding the outcome of the Form 471 funding
requests in excess of one-and-one-half years after the applicationswere filed." In Funding
Commitment Decision Letters dated 9/20/2006 (copies attached), USAC denied funding for all funding
requests on applications 449002 and 478450. In each case, USAC gave the following reason:

FRN was denied for failure to advise bidders that an RFP was issued. An RFP was issued and the
Form 470 advised potential bidders that no RFP existed.

Appeal to USAC

The District elected to appeal USAC's denial of funding, andfiled a Letter of Appeal with the USAC
Administrator on 11/17/2006 (copy attached)." The key points of the District's appeal to USAC were
as follows:

e USAC apparently interpretedthe District's scope documents to be RFPs
e USAC has never defined for applicants what constitutes an RFP

e Inthe absence of such a definition from USAC, applicants can only (and must) rely on the
guidance provided by state and local procurement rules.

e Under the state and local procurement rules applicable to the District, the scope documents
fail to meet a large list of criteria for being RFPs. and therefore are not RFPs.

e The information in the scope documentswas, in fact, distributed fairly to all prospective service
providers. The Districtis unaware of any prospective service provider that did not receive that
information, nor of any complaintsto that effect received by other parties.

e Inthe absence of afull, formal RFP, it would appear to be a best practice for applicantsto
have standardized informationavailable to provide to prospective service providersto expand
on the limited information available in the Form 470 format.

The points above are fully fleshed out in the attached copy of the District's Letter of Appeal

In letters to the District dated 2/5/2007 (Administrator's Decision on Appeal, copies attached), USAC
denied the District's appeal and once again denied funding. The explanation provided by USAC
follows in part:

... [Y]Jou provided copies of documents that you have referred to as RFP bid documents[°]. ... Thisis
a violation of the competitive bidding requirements of this support mechanism because it undermines
the framework of the competitive bidding process by suppressing a fair and open competition among
potential bidders. Onyour Form 470, you did not advise potential bidders of the existence of the
additional information which provided insight into your solicitation. The scope of work provided
contained bid submission deadlines and evaluation criteria, which would not be available to bidders
composing a complete responsive bid to the Form 470. Access to this information would have been
necessary for all potential bidders when respondingto your Form 470.

" This period includes the District's response to USAC's Selective Review Information Request ("SRIR") in May and June of
2006. The SRIR itself occurred over a year afler the District's Form 471 application was filed in February 2005.

? Due to the long delay in USAC's review of the District's Form 471 applications,the funding requested on application
number 476364 could no longer be put to practical use. Consequently,the District elected not to appeal USAC's decisionon
that application.

3 The District disputesthis characterization. See "Discussion" below.

3of5




Discussion
The District once again elects to appeal USAC's decision®, and accordingly seeks review by the FCC.

The entire presented question of the validity of the Form 470 processturns on the issue of whether
the District correctly checked the box on the form stating that it did not have an RFP for the services.
The District and USAC are in agreement that the District composed scope documents in addition to
the Form 470 and presentedthem to prospective service providers. But did these scope documents
constitute RFPs? Inits Letter of Appeal to USAC, the District described the difficulty in discerning
USACSs criteriafor establishingthe existence of an RFP. Giventhe murkiness of USAC's guidance
on this point, there are clearly many cases in which an applicant cannot feel confident that it has
answered the question "correctly”, even after extensive deliberation. Inthe presentinstance, the
District identified that state and local procurement rules, which are justly given great deference in the
Universal Service support mechanism, provided the best and most clearly defined criteria. in support
of its application of those criteria, the District presented extensive support in state and local
procurementrules, as well as specific discussionfrom a third-party expert in the matter, that its scope
documents are not RFPs.

However, at no point in its review did the SLD address the core question of whether the District's
scope documents constitute an RFP. Instead, it placed words in the District's mouth in asserting that
the District referredto the scope documents as "RFP bid documents", which the District did not and
would not do (see attached Letter of Appeal). Inaddition, USAC's response to the District's appeal
attemptsto change the threshold condition for marking Form 470 items 8a/b and 10a/b "yes": instead
of stating whether or not an RFP exists as stated on the form and in the form's instructions, USAC
believes applicants must "advise potential bidders of the existence of additional information which
provide[s] insight into [the] solicitation”.’

USAC proceededto elucidate new reasoning, not previously shared with applicants, why such scope
documents were not desirable in the Universal Service support process, regardless of whether they
were RFPs or not. Such logic could, after appropriate vetting, serve as a basis to restructurethe
Form 470 or update the Universal Service process. But it neither alters the current requirement to
state the existence of an RFP, nor provides a usable definition of an RFP for use by applicants. Itis
beyond reasonableto expect applicantsto, without guidance, consistently follow such a sophisticated
line of reason in considering the existence of an RFP.

In addition, USAC’s concerns about “underminfing] the framework of the competitive bidding process"
describe why providing supplemental information hypothetically could create an inequity among
prospective service providers, without demonstratingthat the District's scope documents actually did
create such an inequity. As previously stated, every service providerwho contactedthe District in
response to the Form 470 was provided with a copy of the relevant scope documeni(s), and the
District is unaware of any service provider who has raised concerns about having been excluded or
provided inadequate information. Indeed, the District used the scope documents to ensure the same
tnformation was providedto all interested service providers. The bare-boneslisting of services in a
Form 470, especially in complex areas such as telecommunicationsand networking, naturally leads
service provider requests for clarification. Employing a written method of communication evens out
the variations in communication that could resultfrom answering service provider questions in an ad
hoc fashion.

* Due to the further delays in reaching a final funding determination. the funding requested on application number 478450

can no longer be put to practical use. Consequently. the District has elected to exclude the denial of that application in this
Request for Review.

® Jtalics added.
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USAC has demonstrated neither (a) a technical error by the District in defining, identifying, and
announcing an RFP, nor (b) any actual harm resulting from the District's application of the guidance
that it had. In applying its retrospective logic regarding the various elements of a competitive
procurement methodology, it capriciously denied the District's funding requests that properly should
have been funded.

Conclusion

The District seeks a new review of its Form 471 application number 449002. Inthat new review,
USAC should recognize that the District correctly stated on its Form 470 application number
431070000531034 that it did not have an RFP for the requested services, as defined in the applicable
state and local procurement rules. As a result, USAC should grant funding to the District inthe
amount of $1,057,338.90, which is the requested discount amount on Form 471 application 449002.

At all points in consideration of this Request for Review, the District asks that the Commission
recognize that the District has made a good-faith effort to navigate between two concepts of an RFP.
This effort was made in the face of highly ambiguous direction provided by USAC, and very specific
definitions from state and local procurementrules, and the District genuinely believes it struck the
right balance.

Thank you for your consideration of this Request for Review

Sincerely,
-

-

/%” / / /é/;/ /

Scott R. Robinson

Chief Technology Officer
Portland School District
503-916-3499 (v)
503-916-3162 %9
scott.robinson@pps.k12.0r.us

enclosures:
Copies of:

1. Letter of Appeal to USAC dated November 17,2006, with attachments (168 pp.)

Attachments include:

e Consultant Letter of Agency, The Miller Institute for Learningwith Technology

Copies of two Funding Commitment Decision Letters, dated 9/20/2006
Copies of Form 471 applications #443002 and #478450
Copies of Form 470 applications #115480000534568 and #431070000531034
Copies of Form 470 supplemental information documents
Copy of sample District RFP No. 06-856 for comparison
Letter from Darin Matthews, President, National Institute of Governmental Purchasing, providing
details of the elements required of RFPs in the State of Oregon
2. USAC Administrator's Decision on Appeal dated 2/5/07, re: Form 471 application#448002 (2pp.)
3. USAC Administrator's Decision on Appeal dated 2/5/07, re: Form 471 application#478450 (2 pp.)
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PORTLAND PuUBLIC SCHOOLS
DEPARTMENT OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
501 N. Dixon Street » Portland, OR 97227
Telephone 503-916-2000x4834 = Call Center: 503-916~3375 Fax: 503-916-3162
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 3107 ¢ 97208-3107

scott Robinson, Chief Technology Officer

November 17,2006

Lettrr of Appeal

Schoolsand Libraries Division, Correspondence Unit
100 S. Jefferson Rd

P.C2. Box 902

Whippany, N] 07981

SUBJECT: Letter of Appeal for FCDLs dated 9/20/06, for Forms 471 #449002 and #478450
Dear USAC Appeals Department:

Portland Public Schools respectfully submits this formal appeal of recent decisions by the SLD to deny a/f funding for
all FRNs on cur twe aforementioned Form 47 1 applications for Funding Year 2005-2006 (“Y8"). ThiSis a formal
appead as further detailed in the followingpages. The organization of this document follows the official SLD
guidelines for a Letter of Appeal, followed by supporting attachments including copies of the two FCILs in
question.

Our applications were prepared and submitted in compliancewith the rules of the E-Rate program, including a
proper competitive bidding process. We hereby request that SLD reverse this incorrect and unfair denial, and
resume processing our two applications, on the basis of Appeals Guideline #1, as stated on the SLD web site:

1. When the appeal makes ckar that USAC erred in its initial reviesv. If USAC makes a mistake (for example,
denier funding because the request includes 30% or more of ineligible services), and the appeal peints out that
mistake {demonstrates that all the services were in fact eligible or that the cost of ineligibleservices was not
included in the original request), USACwill grant the appeal

Preparation of this appeal was performed with the assistance of The Miller Institute for Learning with Technology
(Letrer of Agency attached). In the following pages, we provide detailed support for our claim that USAC erred in
its initial review. The following pages are organized to address each of the six elements of an SLD Letter of
Appeal, in turn. This school district serves schoolswith typical discounts ranging from 64 - 84%, implying that
this erroneous decision, which was not even issued until several months after the funding year had ended, was
hurtful to some of the most economically disadvantaged students in our state, violating not only the letter, but
also rhe spirit, of the Universal Service program. Thank you for considering this appeal and for your efforts to
ensure that all children in our country have access to modem telecommunications and technology resources. We
trust in your wisdom to reverse these two unfortunate and unjustified Form 471 application denials.

Respectfully submitted chis 17th day of November 2006,

Scort Robinson, Chief Technology Officer (Authorized Official)
Portland Public Schools
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Letter of Appeal for FCDLs dated 9/20/06, for Forms 471 #449002 and #478450
Detailed Documentation
Portland Public Schools
November 17,2006

1. Write and mail your letter to:

Letter of Appeal

Schools and Libraries Division - Correspondence Unit
100 S. Jefferson Rd

P.O. Box 902

Whippany, NJ 07981

Appeals may also be submitted electronically, either by electronic mail (e-mail) or by fax.
Appeals submitted by e-mail must be sent to appeais@sl.universalservice org using your
organization's e-mail account. Appeals submitted by e-mail will be considered "postmarked"
on a business day if they are sent from the sender's computer at any time up to 72:00 am.
(midnight) in the sender’s local time zone. Appeals submitted after that time will be considered
"postmarked” on the next business day.

Documents submitted by e-mail can be in any widely used word processing format, such as
Adobe Portable Document Format (PDF), Microsoft Word, or WordPerfect, USAC will
automatically reply to incoming e-mails to confirm receipt. You are advised to keep a copy of
this e-mail confirmation for your records. This e-mail address can only be used for appeals.

Appeals submitted by fax must be sent to 1-973-599-6542. The fax transmission should include
a cover sheet listing contact name, phone number, and - if available - an e-mail address. Fax
transmissions will be considered "postmarked" on a business day if the complete
transmission is sent from the sender’'s fax machine by any time up to 72:00 am. (midnight) in
the sender's local time zone. Appeals submitted after that time will be considered
"postmarked" on the next business day. You are advised to keep a copy of your fax
confirmation sheet for your records.

2. Provide detailed contact information.

Applicant Name: Portland Public Schools
Applicant HEN: 144908
Streer Address: 501 N. Diixon Street, Portland, OR 97227
Authorized Person: Scott Robinson
Title of Authorized Person: Chief Technolagy Officer
Telephone Number: 5(03-916-3499
Fax Number: 503.916-3162
Primary Applicant Contact: lan Poellet
Title of Primary Contact: Compliance, Fiscal, and Contract Manager
Telephone Number: 503-916-3014
Fax Number; 503-916-3162
Authorized Consultants: The Miller Institute for Learning with Technology
Mark L. Miller or Don Peck (LOA attached)
Telephone Number: 650-598-0105
Fax number: B66-801-8667
Preferred Contact Method: E-mail
E-mail Address for Reply: crate. pps@learningtech.org
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3. Identify which USAC actionyou are appealing. Note the title of the document containing the

USAC actionyou are appealing, the relevant Funding Year, and the date of the document.
State that your letter is an “appeal.”

This letter is an appeal of two related Funding Commitment Decision Letters [FCIYLs], for
Forms 471 #449002 and #478450, for Funding Year 2005-2006 {(*Y8"). Both FCDLs are dated
9/20/2006 and were issued by the SLD+to Portland Pubtic Schools [PPS]. Copies of both FCDLs
and the corresponding Form 471S are actached.

The specific action being appealed is the denial of all funding on every FRN. The stated reason
for funding denial, in every case, was as follows:

FRN was denied for failure to advise bidders that an RFP was issued. An RFP was
issued and the Form 470 advised potential bidders that no RFP existed.

We will clearly document, in the appropriate section below, that this hasis for denial is factually
incorrect, and that therefore USAC erred in its initial review. The Form 470 correctly stated
that no RFP existed, Apparrntly. the initial reviewer misinterpreted certain supplemental
information documents as constituting RFPs (even though they do not even use phrase, “Request
tor Proposals”); we will explain below wly these documents certainly do not meet the criteria to
be considered RFPs in the context of QOregan public school districts. This basis for denial was
uniformly wirhout merit and every one of rhe FRN denials on both 471s should be overturned.

4. Your letter of appeal must also include the Billed Entity Name, the relevant form application
number (if available), and the Billed Entity Number.

Billed Entity Name: Poreland Public Schools
Billed Entity Number: 144908
Form Application Numbers: Forms 471: #449002 and #478450

5. Explain your appeal and include copies of all relevant documentation. Please provide as
much detailed information as possible. When explaining your appeal, copy ths language Or
text from the decision that is at the heart of your appeal to allow USAC to more readily
understand your appeal and respond appropriately. Please keep your letter to the point, and
provide documentation to support your appeal. Be sure to keep copies of your
correspondence and documentafion.

In this section, we explain our appeal, with reference to attached copies of all relevant documentation.
The text from the decision rhat is ar the heart of our appeal. which was given as the hasis for denying every
FRN on both Forms 471, is as follows:

FRN was denied for failure to advise hidders that an RFP was issued. An RFP was
issued and the Form 470 advised potential bidders that no RFP existed.’

These denials should be reversed, since USAC erred in its review; the statement that an RFP was issued is,

Jdemaonstrably, factually incorrecr,

We believe that the reviewer who made these determinations misinterpreted the existence of certain
informal supplemental documentation, provided ro all bidders. These supplementary documents were
entitled (for example). “Scope of Work and Guidelines for Submission: FCC Form 470

'Underlining added hete for emphasis.

Appeal Page 3 of 168




4301000053 1034 Dated Ch Jan 05." Copies of these supplementary inaterials have been included as
attachnients and were previously provided to the SLI). The T1 Data Service supplemental document is
illustrative: it provides just encugh additional information to bidders, beyond what the Form 470
provides, to enable bidders to size the need (42 sites, 1.5 Mhs per site) and to clarify the weighting of
ovluation criteria that are relevant in addirion to price. It is a 1-page document that supplements the
470; it is not an KFP. While the reviewer’s mistaking these documents for RFPs might be almost
understandable, they are definitely not RFPs; indeed, it would have been inconsistent with program tules
for Portland Puhlic Schools ro indicate chat RFPs existed on the Form 470, based on these informal,
supplementary materials.

The definition of what constitutes a formal “Request for Proposals” [RFP], from an E-Rate perspective,
might leave some room for discussion—since SLIY does not provide a rigorous definition, to our
knowledge—hur it is a matter rhsr is clearly subject ro state and tocal regulations and guidance. The level
of formatity required for a document to be considered an RFP can vary from state to state, fram county to
county. and pessibly sven from districe to district, since codes and statutes, as well as factors such as the
six of potential contract awards, ran result in constraints on the purchasing pro :csses {whether sealed
hids are required, whether proposals may be faxed versus being delivered only in hard copy, and so on).
Mure impurtantly, in tlie specific case of public entities in the state of Oregon, which is what matters here,
thrre are numerous specific elements chat must he present for a document to qualify as a formal RFP, as
required by purchasing regulations and guidelines. Rather than repeat all of those here, we ask that the
reader please refer to the attached detailed discussion of the Oregon Attorney General‘s Madel Puhlic
Contract Rules (Oregon Administrative Rules, 137-047-0260), as provided by the President of the
National Trstitute of Governmenc Purchasing,” which cites a long list of specific elements that must be
present for a document to he considered a compliant RFP in Oregon. Just a fewotthe required elements
fur an Oregon KFP, that are nut present in these informal 470-supplement documents, tor example,
include:

= All contract terms and conditions;
Notices relating ro pre-Ofter conferences;
Time, date, and place of Opening;
Office where the Solicitation Dacument may he reviewed,;
Contractor’s certification of nondiscrimination;
How RFP addenda will be made available;
Starement regarding recyclable products;
Description of the protest process;
®  Whether awards will he made to more than one proposer;
= Certification of compliance with Oregon rax laws;

and so on

Another way to appreciate tlie distinction between these Form 470-supplement documents, which were
provided to all kidders, versus the formal RFP documents required by state and local statutes for Portland
Puhlic Schaols, is simply to compare theni. side by side, to an actual example of an RFP {(PPS #06-856),
also attached for comparison purposes. Instead of the one or two pages of informal information provided
in PPS’s 470supplement documents, an actual PPS RFP would typically involve well over 40 pages of
infurmation, addressing all of the many elements we have mentioned. It is worth noting that the Oregon
requirements for an RFP were revised in 2003 so as to more closely follow the Model Procurement Code

? It the interest of full disclosure, we note that the author of the attached document was previously employed by
Portland Puhlic Schools. He has nu current affiliation with the applicant. The information provided as to what
constitutes a compliant RFP for a public entity in Oregon is a matter of public record.
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adopted by the American Bar Association. This would therefore seem to be a rather sound basis for
defining the required clements of an RFP, perhaps one that ought to be more widely adopted by E-Rate
applicants.

While the definition of an RFP may vary, one thing is clear: the USAC/SLD reviewer does not have the
authority or jurisdiction to set aside state and local purchasing regulations or statutes. To the best of
our knowledge, the SLI web site does not actually provide a specific definition of an “E-Rate REP” but
does requires the applicant to certify that they have complied with all applicable state and local
procurement / bidding requirements. Hence, it would be inherently contradictory to require the
applicant to check “Yes, we have an RFP” when the document in question does not even come close to
complying with the requirements for an RFP under the state and local laws and regulations applicable to
this enrity.

Ironically, the applicant’s obvious intent in creating and distributing these supplemental documents was
ro conduct an extremely fair and competitive bidding process, by ensuring that all potential bidders had
access to the exact same information. Surely the SLD should not penalize an otherwise-compliant school
district, properly participating in the E-Rate program, for going the extra mile to ensure a level playing
tiekd, by carefully providing exactly the same supplemental information to all potential bidders responding
to their Form 4707 Because the Form 470 icself is very limiting in the descriptions that can be provided,
many people familiar with the E-Rate program would even say that preparing a uniformly available
document with “informarion supplemental to the Form 4707 for distribution to all interested bidders
would constirute a “best practice.” The applicant was in face obeying this direction from the SLD web
SIte:

The competitive bidding process must be fair and open. "Fair” means that all bidders are treated the
same and that no bidder has advance knowledge of the project information. "Open” means there are no
secrets in the process - such as information shared with one bidder but not with others - and that all
bidders know what is required of them.

Only by putting such useful information into written form, such as these 470-supplement documents—or
by issuing a formal, state and local compliant RFP—can such openness be fully assured. Had the exact
same information been provided verbally, on a hit or miss basis, as potential bidders called or e-maifed the
applicant, the SLD reviewer would not have considered those communications to constitute an RFP, and
these two applications would not have been denied.

A final factor illustrating that USAC erred in its decision to deny each of these FRNs is that no protests
were filed by any potential bidders. The purpose of the requirement to note that there is an RFP—if there
is indeed an RFP—is to ensure thar all potential bidders have access to the information. Had there in fact
been an RFP, but a potential bidder was not made aware of it, since it was not mentioned on the 470, and
therefore that bidder was unsuccessful in attempting to win the business, this could provide grounds for
pratests, and grounds for denial. Had some interested bidders been given the supplemental information
sheet, while others were not told of its existence, this could likewise provide grounds for denial. Instead,
like the Form 470, these supplementary materials were available for more than the full 28 days and were
cqually available o all bidders. Portland’s competitive bidding process fully honored both the letter and
the spirit of the E-Rate program.

We beseech you to overturn the unfortunate denial of these two Form 471s. This decision was made in
error by USAC, since it is contrary to the facts of the matter as well as applicable laws and regulations.
Reversing this erroneous decision will serve the public interest; and it will enable telecommunications and
technology discounts to improve the academic achievement of over 45,000 children, many of whom are
cconomically disadvantaged and otherwise would have limited access ta the power tools of learning.
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6. Provide an authorized signature on your letter of appeal whenyou file your appeal by mail,
by express delivery service, by hand delivery, or by facsimile. Whenyou file your appeal, you
must include the name, title, telephone number, and e-mail, if available, of the authorized
person.

The cover page of this letter of appeal provides the authorized signature of Scott Robinson, Chief
Technology Officer, Portland Puhlic Schools, who has reviewed this documentand certifies to its
accuracy. Allof the requested comtace information has been provided under Queseion #2 above.
Material.; were prepared with the assistance of The Miller Institute for Learning with Technology,under a
consulting centract governed by an artached E-Rate Consultant Leteer of Agency. In assisting with the
preparation of this appeal, Miller Institute personnel relied upon information and documentation
provided to them by representatives of Portland Public Schools, as well as information obtained froin the
Schools and Libraries Web Site ([Data Retrieval Tool) and other scurces. Miller Institute personnel have
heen authorized ro interact with SLID representatives on behalf of Portland Puhlic. Schools with regard to
this matter. E-muail sent to the preferred reply address, erate.pps@learningtech.org, will he received by
Scort Robinson (authorized signer), lan Poellet (Portland Public Schools' Compliance. Fiscal, and
Contract Manager), and by consulting personnet ar The Miller Institute for Learning with Technology.

ATTACHMEMTS:
* Consultant Letter of Agency, The Miller Institute for Learning with Technology
Copies of two Funding Commirment Decision Letters, dated 9/20/2006
Copies of Form 47 | applicarions 11449002 and #478450
*  Copies of Forms 470s
¢ Copies of 470-Supplemental Information Documents
= Copy of Sample "Portland Public Schools Request for Proposal” (#06-856) fur Comparison
Letter from Darin Matthews, President, National Institute of Government Purchasing, providing details
of the clements reguired of formal RFPs in the state of Oregon
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Portland Public Schools

The Miller Institute for Leaming with Technology

Signature — Authorized Signer

Wk & Tillees

Signature — Authorized Signer

Executive Director

“Printed Name, Title Printed Name, Title
October _2#, 2006 October 20,2006
Date Jo / a’ /D % Date
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US AC Universal Service Administrative Company

Schools & Libraries Division

F COMMITMERT DECISIOY |
di  Year 2005 07/1 - ¢

September 20, 2006

lan Poellet

PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS
501 N DIXON 8T

PORTLAND, OR ©7227-1804

Re: Form 471 Application Number. 478450
Funding Year 2005: 07/01/2005 - 06/30/20606
Billed-Entity Number:' 144308
Billed Entit'é ECC RN: 0011903853
Applicant's form ldentifier: 2005.03

Thank you for your Funding Year 2005 E-rate application and fo any assistance you
providéd throughout our réview. Here is the cl rent statug of the” fundir :quest (s)
featured n the Funding Commitment Report at ¢+ end of this letter.

- The amount, $1,505,610.36 is "Denied."

Please refer to the Funding Commitment Report on the page following this letter for
specific funding request decisions and explanations.

The Important Reminders and Deadlines_immediately preceding this letter are provided
to assist you throughout the application process.

NEXT STEPS
- Work with your service provider to determine if you will receive discounted bills or
if you will request reimbursement from WSAC after paying your bills in full

Review technology planning approval requirements

Review CIPA Requirements

File Fcrn 486 ] .

Invoice the SLD using the Form 474 6servzlce provideri or Form 472 (Billed Entity) -
as products and services are being Velivered and billed

FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

O the gages following this letter, We have provided a Funding Commitment Report for the
Form 47} application cited above. The enclosed report includes a list of the Funding
Request Nunber(s) (ERNs) from your application. e 9D is also sending this information
to your service provider(s) so preparations can be made to begin implementing your E-rate
discount(s) after you file your Fom 486. Immediately preceding the Fundin ommitment
Report, you will find a guide that provides a definition for each line of the Report.

TO APPEAL THIS DECISION:
If you wish to appeal a decision in this letter, Io:unr appeal must be received by the SLD

or postmarked within 60 days of the date of this letter. Failure to meet this
requirement will result in"automatic dismissal of your appeal. In your letter of appeal:

1. Include the name, address, telephone number, fax number, and (if available) e-mail
address for the person who can most readily discuss this appeal with us.

2. State outright that your letter IS an appeal. Include the following to identify the
letter and the decision you are appealing:
- Appellant name, . .
= Applicant name and service provider name, if different from appellant,

Schools and Libraries Division - Correspondence Unit, Appeal Page 8 of 168
100 South Jefferson Road, P.O. Box 902, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
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ican and service provider _ ,
Appl t BEN and der_SPI
foram 1 p%lication Wumbar as aSSIg¥§ by the S&D,
mding Commitment Dzcisisn Letﬁer or Funding Year 2005, AND
The exact text or the decision that you are apdealing.

3. Please keep your letter o the point, and provide documentatienm €6 support Xogr appeal .
gcﬁHgﬁt%‘ot'i%%EP a copy of your entire appeal, including any correspongence n

4. If you are the _a Iacant pl
provuisr(s); affecte k|>y the %LD s decisiom.
provide a copy of your appeal to the applicant(s) affected by th
5. Provide an authorized signature on your letter of appeal.
To submit your al _to the SLD._by e-mail _use the "subrit a Question' fa on_our
web_srte at www. f?EnlYersa?ser .0rg. hick "Cont;-‘s';'znuﬁel'tI ch%osg A ea’iiﬁu Fom the
TOpicCS Inquiry .on the lower psrtign OfF your screen, and click "6o" to eginDyour
ap?eal _ ssion Tha_s%st?ara will pEo gt you i;,hrou%h the process. The SLD will
atomabiczlly reply to 1ncoming e-mails to Zonfirm réceipt.
To submit your appeal to the SLD by fax, fax your appeal to (973) 599-6542.
To submit your appeal to the SLD on paper, send your appeal to:

Lette Ogn ép;zga.l

ease provide a copy of your appeal to the service
5 ou” are the servucgl_g;omder,_please
e s decision.

Schools ibraries Division
Box 125 - C?_Fres orgenge unit
80_South JeTferson Roa
Whippany, NJ 07981

While we encourage you to resolve {our appeal with the SLD first, you have the option
of filing an appéal directly with the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). gou
should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of gour appeal te the FCC. Your
agpeal must be received by the FCC or postmarked within &0 days of the above date on
this letter. Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of
gour appeal. We strongly recommend that you use either the electronic filing ogtions
escribed in the "Appeals Procedure' posted in the Reference Area of our web site,
If you are submitting your apgeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC,
Office of the Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554,

NOTICE ON RULES AND FUNDS AVAILABILITY

Agpllcmts' reci)l t of funding commitments_is =sntingent on thellr cogpllgnce_mth all
statytory, regulafory,,andpr cidura requirements og tge Schools and’_Libraries Universal
Service support Mechanisn, Agg Acants who have received funding commitments continue
1o be subisct to 39 its ah'q}: otiher reviews that tha_Unjlversal Service A m{:nl trative
Company (8s5&¢q and/or_the FCC may undertake werrllodlfa' 1y to assure that Llj'rr]\ S _that have

1 e §

bee _cogm{’;t‘t are being used _1n accordanc SUCh vaqicenents, m@/ ?:h
required to reduce or cancel fundina commitments that were nat issued in_accor ¥1111
such reguirements, whether due to actien or mnaction,_jinc IL_J mgn ut pot limited_to that

by the_sLD, th licant, or the service provider. The other ap_ ropriate
aﬁthorltleg (iecﬁgin ik not Timited to SS&C and the FCC), ‘may pursue e fm%ement_

actions an er neans of recourse collect improper %‘ wurses funds. The timin
0 Ba¥me!i_1t 6) mvolfes maoi» a?so be a}‘%ecte oy tP?E a@a.le Jﬁtv 0% fuan based on theg
amount of funds collected-from contributing talecomaunicabions companies.

s and Libraries Divi:
5 rvice Adm nista Company

FCDL/Sshools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 2 of 3 09/20/2006
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A GUIDE TO THE FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

report for each E-rate funpdi eguest ffam lication is attached to this
%ett[e) We are providing t H ?glfoﬂvlng -:Sefzm. mns gr tﬁ 1tems in that re(port

EORM 47% %PPLICATION NUMBER: The unique identifier assigned to a Form 471 application

EVNDING REQUEST UMBER EFRN%mA Funglng EeﬂlSJeg,ttNumber Etgs&gy;]?giabtsthe SLD to each

oC our : s humber e service
prowders the sta us o individual INg requests ubmltte on a %omaﬂg

FUNDING STATUS: Each FRN will have one of the following definitions:

1. An FRN that is "Fun ed"” |s approve?u the Ievel ?t the SLD dﬁtear id
ro rizats foO snapally be t eve
u nless. he D et rmmes url g he app ication review process at
so e adjus ment is appropriate

2. An 78N hat is ""Not Fundmﬂ" | n= £ar which no funds ﬂg]erg committed. .The
eason the deuzs.\on WI e bneflg exp a| g B inpg Commitment
ecCl |on planat 'IOﬂ nge ecau1s_e thg re uest %es
%ng r(ogl rules u%e e to amoun funding avalla
undmg r was 1nst C|e nd a reques
3. at | As Yet Unfunded'* reflects_a temporary status that |§ ﬁed to
iz uncertain at t e time the latter 1S gener te i}:
re w unds to mak er

be SU |clent ri.m}.t snts TOI requ StS
egtlons atap % IgU ar discount ev £Xi le, apgnéca |on

! ed requests 1scounts on both Tzigcommunicationg Intermal
ou ml-é receive g lPtter with funding Commltmﬁnts or vour
ions Serv t

3
Telecomraumca icss fuﬂd%{n sts an“& a M=ssags our Internal connection
a ﬁ F Yet U frindad ou WO rece||v8 one or-more Su se uent laktars
re araing the undlng ecision on your nterna ohnections reques

CATEGERY OF SERVICE The type of service ordered from the service provider, as shown on
your Form 47

FORM 470 APPLICATION NUMBER: The Form 470 Application Number associated with this FRN
o BoK 5 Teedoy NOYBER: The Fam - pplication Nu i wi i

PIN I(SServg ce ProvAger Identification Number) 32 nHmber asslgned
ﬁ ei’v§ce istrative r%mg o serv ﬁ 3 pa ent from

npversa rvice Fu or Jin the Universa serV|c
Bg)omgnlsms PIN 1s also uses to ve elivary of services and to arrange for

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME: The legal name of the service provider.

AOHTRACT NUM numbe of the contrac een the eligible o)
se‘rﬁce pr%B h?hls WI I be present on y a contract |9umbe|JO was p?Svnéﬁé on
m

your For

hEh ou o BTG parposea. HREs WTRT bs et SRk PR B BY TSNy ReaST e Ndnher

was provided on yt')ﬂg ggzrgoiei
EERVI EF START DATE: The Service Start Date for this FRN from Block 5, Item 19 of your

CONTRACT EXPIRATI N DATE The, Cont Expiration Date_for this FRN frop Block 5
[tem 20b _of you IQ %hc rilftbe Bresent only i1t a contract expnljrat?on date

was provided” on your For 471

This will be
|§|!-ersEen!BE§nr' ”I:’or Sal t%n%pfé%#;%pegg | s|sted in Form 471, Block 5, ltem 22a.

HUiBER OF MONTHS RECURRING SERVICE prov IN FUNDING, ¢zaz. The number nt S of
service that has been approved in the flIJnH%ng year . N?hls Wlll-hbe presen
recurring services

ANNUAL PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT FOI} ELIGIBLE RECU RING CHAi{% Ea I%lble onth
ILH discount amount approved for recunnisg rges mu |pl|e ¥ nimber oF months
recurring service Bproved or the funding y ar.

FCDL/Schools and Libraries oivision/Usac Page 3 of 8 09/20/2006
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ANNUAL pRE-DISC UNT AMOUNT FO@ LIGIBLE ioi-rgcyreING CHARGES: Annual eligible
non-recurring c arges approved for the funding year.

PRE- DISCOUNT AMOUNT: Amount in Form 471, Block 5, Item 231, as determined through
the application review process.

DISCOUNT PERCENTAGE APPROVED BY THE SLD: The discount rate that the SLD has
approved for this service.

EUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION: This represents the tot I amount of fundln t th SLD

as reserve urse our service provider for the rove discou ts 5

serV|ce or_th |s g IS meo tant tgathyo oHr service rOVI

gtg recognize } a} ?hou ced an D ma Irect disb rsement
iscounts only for Ilglb e approve SFYVLC$3 actually rendered.

FUNDING..COMMITMENT PECISION. EXPLANATION: ntry provid lanation of th
amountGln tMG MEunCPlng éommitment,\%\EC?SlOﬁ-‘iLs entry p ovides an exp fon o ©

FCDL DATE: The date of this Funding Commitment Decision Letter (FCDL).
WAVE NUMBER: The wave number assigned to #<CLs issued on this date.

fCDL/Schonls and Libraries Civision/USAc Page 4 of 3 09/20/2006
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. . FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT
Billed Entity Name: PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS
BEN: 144908

Fund’ing Year: 2005

Form 471 Application Number; 478450

Funding Request Number: 1336820

Funding Status: Not Funded .

Categorﬁ of Service: Internal Connections

Farm™47 Amlication Number: 115480000!534568

SPIN. tARNhZF9S

Saryice Provider Name: Communication Connection Contractors, Inc.DBA C-3
Cantract Nurmber: N/a

Billing Account Number: N/&
Service Start Date: 07{01/2005
Contract_Expiration Oatsz: ¢9/30/200% . '

Number of Manths Recmmn% ervice Prfwded in_Funding Year; 12

Annual Pre-discount Ameunt for Eligible Recurring gharges: .00

Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Chargas : $440,536.00
Pre-discount Amount: $440,536 Oothe D N A

Discount P.eu'cema%e Approved bg A , . )
20 - _Selec&h}\/‘e - Bidding Violatign

I;ung!ng %amm;r,{nen,t Bec!s!on: E$ | denied for failure to_advise
undin ommitment Decision Explapa : was den . .
bidder% that an RFP was %ssued.p ,&1 IFEE was issued ané the Form 470 advised potential

bidders that no RFP existed.

FCDL Date: 09620/2006
Wave Number: D57

Funding Request Number: 1336852

Fundm% Status: Not Funded . .
Categor of Service: Basic Maintenance of Internal Connection
Form 478 Agg pcation Number: 431070000531034

SPIN; 143028471 .

Service Provider Name: Pacific Cascade IT, |
Contract Number: N/a

Billing Account Number: N%%

nc.

ervice Start Date: 07{01 Q05

Non&athE}gpliﬁtL%&ia 09/30/'200613 ided in_ F i Year

umber, n. Fundin :

Nimoeh of Hgnths Reaming prvire; broviged, in Sandiag. reary g6

Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Hen-racurring Charges: $38,480.50
Pre-discount Amount: $38,480.50

I[:)|sc(:jountcPen«;gi;ntageDApproved ?58 ct)Be_SLD:I N A - Biddi Vi i

Unding Gonmitment Decision | nati_'one: eléh“v\?vas Jnlelggforloflgl I_ﬁ?e to advis

Funding Conmitment Decilsion la !
that a% RFEP was issued. &n REP was issued and the Fora 470 advised potentia

that no RFP existed.

FODL Date: 09620/2006
wave Number: 57

Fa
ey
[eXel
[eXe
DD
==
(7207
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FUNDING ¢ R
Billed Entity Name: P8M¥%§§D PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Funging Year: 2005

Form . Ilcatlog Number; 478450

n @e est um E

n tatus: Not Funde

Categ orz gf Service: Basic Maintenance of Internal Connection
Form _47 B llcatlon Number: 431070000531034

SerV|ce PrOV| er H?Re Communication Connection Contractors, Inc.DBa C-3

CQ tract Number:
i1lling Accoun umber N/A

N
ervice Start Date: 401/ 2905
Contract Expiration Da 09/30/209
RHmBgi of Ma?ggguﬁ%cggfln ?8? é e PrQV|ged in Eundﬁng Year$ T
oun e Recurrin
Annu for E%i%%gle Non- recu%rlng arges: $45,000.00

|icount Amoun
Pre- |scount
DiscQunt Percenta € Approve the SLD: N/A

Funding Commitmen? Declslon 00 - Selec ive - |dd|ng Vlo%gt

Funding Commitment De8|5|on glanatlon RN was, denied ure to advls? B ggers
that a P was 1ssue was 1ssued and the Form 470 advised potentia idders
that no RFP existe

FCDL Dat%: 0962012006
Wave Number:

Eundlng Request Number: 1343381
Funding Status: Not Funded

Catego of Service: Internal Connections

Form 47 B llcatzon Number: 431070000531034

SPIN: 1430

Service Prov1der Name: Pacific Cascade IT, Inc.

Contract Number:

Billing Account Number: N/A

Service Start Date: 07 01/2005

Contract Expiration Date: 09/30/2006

Number of Months Recurrlng Serv1ce Provided in Funding Year 12

Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charg 5.0

Annual Pre-~discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring harges $80 847.68

Pre-discount Amount: $80,847.68

Discount Percentage Approved by the SLD: N/A

Funding Commitment Decision: $0.00 - Selective - Bidding Violation

Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: FRN was denied for failure to advise bidders
that an RFP was issued. An REP was issued and the Form 470 advised potential bidders
that no RFP existed. :

FCDL Date: 09620/2006

Wave Number:

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 6 of 8 09/20/2006
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Billed Enti&Wg%ggigﬁ;ﬂéég?%%@émms

Form 471 Application Number: 478450
Funding Request Number: 1343432
Funding Status: Not Funded )
Categoty of Service: Internal Connections
Form 470 A gllcatlon Number: 431070000531034
SPIN; 143006136
Service Provider Name: Christenson Technology Services
Contract Number: N/A A
52005

Billing Account Number: N

Seryicé Start Date: 07{01

Contract Expiration Date: 09/30/2006 .

Number of Months Recurrln% Service Provided in Funding Year: 12

Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: §.00

Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $18,128.31
Pre-discount Amount: $18,128.31

Discount Pergentage Approved bg the SLD: N/A .
Funding Commitment Decision: $0,00 - Selective - Bidding Violation . i
Funding Commitment Decision lanation: FRN was denied for ‘failure to adyise bidders
that an REP was issued. An REP was issued and the Form 470 advised potential bidders
that no RFP existed.

FCDL Ra 209620/2006
Wave Number: 057

ing Request Number: 1343501
HH =n% t%t S: Not %rnde .
Categoi'g E #erv ce: En rnal Connections
Ff)li _4'{ oggllca 10n Number: 431070000531034

ervice Provider Name: Christenson Technology Services
ST ACebOnt Niber: /a
ervice Start Date: 07/0172005

iration Date’ 09/30/200 .
ﬁarﬁtt)gacgf%pi glggcu?rfn %él;\/ﬁ ce E’rowdgguirnr ignm%h%? gggré 0102
ﬁﬂﬂﬂa[ Fgg?gggﬂrq %ﬂﬂi or %Ji%f%iee on-recurring ghafgeé: $23,877.30

re-aiscount Amount: $23,877.30
¢ N/A - B}
Iscount Psreantage Approved §3 Oﬂgle sLb é""eaé glddl g Vio

: -"Sel ation . .
%EE?&R% Emﬁggt Bégﬁsé?ﬁ] Exglanatlgﬁ:'ﬂlé eEle for1l |lur§ to adv:g? B:ggers

' a% al QEB was {saued REP Was 1ssued and the Form 470 advised potent ers
at n existed. _

FCDL Pate: 09/20/2006

Wave Rumger: 657/

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 7 of 8 09/20/2006
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FUNDING C MMITMENT REPQR
Billed Entity Name: PORTLAND PUBLI8 gCHOOLS
BE 144908
Fun |ng Year: 2005
Forg 471 A Bllcatlon Number: 478450
Funding Request Number: 1343589
Funding St%tus Not Funded B
Catego ervice: Internal Connections
g%?ﬁ 4143098 igation Nunber 115480000534568
Service PrOV|der Name: Mountain States Networking Incorporated
Contract Number: N/A
% Account Number : N/A
erV|c Start Date: 0770172005

Contract Expiration Date: 09/3012006

Number of Months Recurf1ng erVIce Provided in_Funding Year 12
Annuai Pre-discount Amoun Eligible Recurrlng ?harges=
Annual Pre-discount Amount r Eligible Non-recu harges $504 728.76

Pre-discount Amount: $504,7 76
Discount Percentage A$ rove b the SLD:

Fun ng Commitment D - Selecélve - Bid | g Violatio
' ﬁ mitment Dgc gfoﬁ Ianatlon FRN as de d 195 % t|ur§ to advis? giggers
at a EE was |ssue RFB was 1ssued an the orm aavised potentia 1dders
that no existed
FCDL Datg: 09620f2006
Wave Number:

Fun Reguest Number: 1343811
Fun tus: Not Funde }
atego ferV|ce Internal Connections
ABB rcation Number: 115480000534568
SP]N 14
ris

Service PrOV|der me: gwest Interprise America
Co?tract Number : ? o P
Account Number N/
SerV|c Start Date: 07/01720
Contract Expir tlon Date: 09/30 2008
Number of Months ecurfiﬁg Fervlce Provided in_Funding Year 12

Annua Pre-dlscount mo i ecurrln es:
Annug Pre-discount AMOUN E% ﬁlﬁie on-recu Fﬁa arges $661 602.47

|s obﬁ%?“%Fceﬂ%ﬁge A 3061 d b th SLD: N/A

rove e H
§ Commitment De3351on $g 00 - _Selec lve - |dd| V|olat on )

H” nd gemmitnent Decision Bplanation; &R an\gatheeg‘le I% TAVI4Es or2nyisy Pldders

2 ssue n was orm p
th t no REP existed.

FCDL Date: 09 20/2006
Wave Number: 65

1
0

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 8 of 8 09/20/2006
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IMPORTANT REMINDERS & DEADLINES

Bllled En Number
Name of Bﬂfgd Ent?ty PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

The followi mforma IS rovided to assist you thyoughout th licatiop process.
ecommamag g N an sasily accesgxble [chtlon ang 9ﬁ}aal:, you Splarl)’e it
W|t the appropna e memb rs of your organhization.

FCC REGISTRATION NU BERS (FCC RNSZ% - Ef‘fectlve November 1, 2004 the FCC's Flfth Ord(ejE
ércc 04-190 rele Aug 3, gmres E-rate WpBo% %art m%ants o have F
egistration Num ers 1ease continle to review our ite for taanal guidance.

FORM _486 DEADLINE - The Form 486 must _be postmarked 0 Iater than 150 dagstafte aa

S rV|ce Start Date E ort_on tHe Form 486 O'i no ate than 12 ays er the date

the E‘undm? O@m tmen Decision Letter ever ter *ou ara required to
ave a Techno am_must B mon hs of th ndzng yea You must
indicate the nam the ELD-Certifiad no sgé pprover prior he
eommencement of |scounted services for t IS fu You m s md:.r*atﬁ the name of
ou mus retain your

he SLO- tertxfled TPA WhO approvad your plan in our 486 an
aggi’ova letter and docunsntation of your monitoring of the progres towar your Sthted

S RS TR AR LM AT 65 B cih "RESS I RENERI SR FARG ogtanee Tn the Form

INVOICE_DEADLINE - InVOIfeg must be sttmarked no | ter tha dg a er the Iast date
0. I celve service - 1 i 9 extensions - or. er t e ?rm
otl 1ca |on Letter, W icheve later v0|ce ub ?0 |tt§%nE
r@ ducts anid serglces are eing de ivere | , orms
e DI‘DVI v has been

OBLIGATIO TO PAY NON DIECOUNT PORTION - & pll-"ahts ar U|red tQ pay the non- dlscount
eriion C1Q_ the products and or Services e ce roviders ars raguirad t
111 ap |can or the non— scount ion, FCC has stated that req ulrlng aggllcants
t elr share ensures efficienc aQu:n tabi i-ij IB %pro Fram.
conc de that a resumgtave y reaso ﬁ e ti rame a henefi a to pay |ts
non 1scount share ays” after the com et| ices. gu are sing a
?ormartll%% part of your no dlscount portion, p ease re er to the site or Rore

D CUMENTATION ETENTION - FCC rules regmre that d%cuments demon?trat'ng mﬁ)llance with
e st utf Commyssion_rul gs must be rgtainsd fTor a Berl east g year
er t 1vered ee "Document Retemtion Re uurements in FCC

ice
64-280 for a esc¥|pt| rYISt ? many of the documents you must retain

PENSIO’i| ANCI) B%ARHLE;NT - Persons who haye b%en co?]vz.cteni of crinminal molat:.o (i
he d civi Ig ja or certain acts aglsm rom thelr pa aclpatlon in_the Sc 0 S
and Libraries Support Mechanism are subject to suspension and d=karment From the program.

FREE SERVICES_ADVISORY - Applicants and serwvice 1" iders are nibited f ng the
Eo g ﬁra ?es Sy g%prt Mechan?sm torglubs; ng tﬁe procu?‘re?nentl of Inte %‘egor

%egueste pro ducts aa ervi ci: (ir gal‘tlc:lpaflng ?]tran ements ?
oraviding a discount Ievel to zpplicants greater than that to WhIC app |cants
are entltled

these remlnders - 1S ?osted

Comg‘_::hete To ran |nf¥rm tion - including more information

é e USAC web srteat ww,S unlvers er 8 N {n
contact the nt Serv ice Bureau e-mail ysin g mit a Q estlon link on the
web site, by fax at 1-888-276-8736 or phone at 1-888-203-8100.
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S AC Universal Service Administrative Company

Schools & Libraries Division

FUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION LETTER
(Funding Year 2005: 07/01/2005 - ¢8/30/2006)

September 20, 2006

lan Poellet

PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS
501 N DIXON &T

PORTLAND, OR 97227-1804

Re: Form 471 Application Huaber: 449002
Funding Year 2005: 07/01/2005 = 06/30/2006
Billed Entity Nusber: 144%08
Billed Entitfz FCC RN: 0011903853
Applicant’s Form ldentifier: 2005.01

Thank you for your Funding Year 2005 E-rate application and for any assistance you
?rowded throughout our review. Here is the current status of the funding request(s)
eatured In the Funding Commitment Report at the end of this letter.

= The amount, $1,048,284.22 is “Denied.”

Please refer to the Funding Commitment Report on the page following this letter for
specific funding request decisions and explanations.

The Important Reminders and Deadlines_immediately preceding this letter are provided
to assist you throughout the application process.

NEXT STEPS

- Work with your service provider to determine if you will receive discounted bills or
if Tou will request reimbursement from USAC after paying your bills in full

Revlew technology planning approval requirements

Review CIPA Requirements

File Form 486 . . . ) .

Invoice the SLD using the Form 474 ésew;ce prowder{ or Form 472 (Billed Entity) -

as products and services are being dsliverad and billed

FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

On the_pages following this letter,_we have provided a Funding Commitment Report for the
Form 471 apflication cited above. The enclosed report ingludes a list of the Funding .
Request NunLer{s) (ERNs} from your application. The SLD is also sending this information
to-your service provider{s) so-preparations can be made to be?n:'.n |mglemen.t|ng your E-rate
discount(s) after you file’your Form 486. Immediately preceding the Eundmg Comnitment
Report, you will find a guide that provides a definition for each line of the Report.

TO APPEAL THIS DECISION:

If you wish to aggeal a decision in this letter, Your appeal nust be received by the SLD
or postmarked within 60 days of the date of this letter. Failure to meet this
requirenent will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. In your letter of appeal:

1. Include the name, address, telephone number, fax number, and (if available) e-mail
address for the person who can most readily discuss this appeal with us.

State outright that your letter is an appeal. Include the following to identify the
letter and the decision you are appealing:

Appellant name, . ] ) .
Applicant name and service provider name, iFfdifferent from appellant,

2.
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